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ROLL CALL AND INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Chairman Ostby called the meeting to order at 8:05 a.m. and welcomed those present to the third board 
meeting of the Southeastern Wisconsin Regional Transit Authority (RTA). He noted that because Board 
members Jody Karls and George Torres were not in attendance at the meeting, a quorum of the Board was 
not present and no formal actions would be taken by the Board. 
 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
There were no changes identified by Board members to the meeting agenda. 
 
REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF MAY 16, 2006, MEETING 
 
Chairman Ostby stated that the approval of the minutes from the previous meeting would be carried over 
to the next meeting when a quorum of members was present. Ms. Robinson and Ms. Taylor stated that the 
minutes incorrectly attributed comments made by Ms. Taylor to Ms. Robinson under Nos. 2 and 4 on 
page 5 and under Nos. 4 and 5 on pages 7 and 8, and comments made by Ms. Robinson to Ms. Taylor 
under the “Adjournment” section on page 8. Mr. Evenson apologized for the mix up and stated the 
minutes would be corrected and redistributed prior to the next meeting.  
 
REVIEW AND DISCUSSION OF WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED TO DATE 
 
Chairman Ostby stated that no written comments had been received since the last Board meeting. Mr. 
Evenson stated that Ms. Robinson had provided to Commission staff for distribution to the Board a letter 
from Mayor Barrett of the City of Milwaukee to State Senator Dan Kapanke and State Representative 
Mark Gottlieb (see Attachment 1 to these minutes). He noted that the letter discussed the transportation 
needs of the City of Milwaukee and identified the support of the City of Milwaukee for the Regional 
Transit Authority. 
 
CONTINUED PRESENTATION/DISCUSSION ON 
THE BENEFITS OF PUBLIC TRANSIT 
 
Chairman Ostby stated that several individuals had been asked to make presentations on their perspectives 
of the benefits of public transit and commuter rail service, in particular as transit benefited the residents of 
the City of Milwaukee. Those making presentations included Mr. Tyrone Dumas from the Milwaukee 
Public Schools (MPS); Mr. Darryl Johnson from the Riverworks Development Corporation; Ms. Martha 
Toran from the Milwaukee branch of the NAACP and Transit NOW; Mr. Tony Forman from the Cultural 
Alliance of Greater Milwaukee; and Ms. Vivian King representing Mr. Robert Mariano, Chairman of the 
Regional Transportation Committee established by the Greater Milwaukee Committee. At the conclusion 
of each presentation, Chairman Ostby expressed the appreciation of the RTA Board for the time and 
effort made by these individuals. 
 
Presentation by Tyrone Dumas, MPS 
 
In his presentation, Mr. Dumas stated that he has been able to observe the importance of public transit in 
assisting people with finding and retaining employment in his work with the MPS and other agencies in 
Milwaukee County. He discussed the large number of individuals in Milwaukee County who have 
suspended drivers licenses or who have never been licensed drivers. He noted that after the Wisconsin 
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Department of Public Instruction cut funding for high school driver education programs, the MPS found 
that many students could not afford the fees charged by private firms for the programs and, consequently, 
could not obtain a drivers license. He stressed the significance of this, in particular for juveniles where the 
lack of a driver’s license limits their ability to get to jobs and often leads to criminal activity. He indicated 
the importance of having transit available for these individuals to use to access jobs including those 
located in outlying job centers. He noted that hospitals that are hiring staff are now largely located outside 
of Milwaukee County. He also indicated that a significant proportion of MPS students are disabled and 
rely on transit as their primary means of transportation. For both groups, he stated that the availability of 
transit serves to provide hope for bettering themselves. 
 
Mr. Eberle asked what impact Mr. Dumas believed the RTA could have on this issue. Mr. Dumas stated 
that removing funds for public transit from the property tax was important to preserving and expanding 
public transit service, and that the RTA had been charged with identifying an appropriate dedicated 
source of local funding for transit. He hoped that the RTA would identify an appropriate source of local 
funding for transit which, in turn, would assist in getting people to jobs.   
 
Presentation by Darryl Johnson, Riverworks Development Corporation 
 
Mr. Johnson stated that he was present at this meeting to indicate his support for the Board’s efforts to 
address local funding for transit. He indicated that his organization is concerned with helping the 
unemployed and underemployed and getting people to jobs, and provides job training services and 
placement for individuals in Milwaukee County. He noted that his organization currently had between 60 
and 70 people in two training programs that run for 8 to 10 weeks. He stated that Milwaukee’s African 
American community has roughly 50 percent unemployment and is in need of such training programs. He 
indicated that after the training is completed, the question becomes how do the individuals get to where 
the jobs are. 
 
Mr. Brandrup indicated that Mr. Johnson’s comments should be considered in the ongoing study of 
commuter rail service in the KRM corridor, as part of the identification of community needs for access to 
jobs. Ms. Robinson and Ms. Taylor commented that Mr. Johnson’s statements spoke to the transportation 
needs for employment not just within Milwaukee County but also in the surrounding counties. 
 
Presentation by Ms. Martha Toran, Milwaukee Branch of the NAACP 
 
Ms Toran stated that she was a longtime Milwaukee resident, was one of the Vice Presidents of the 
Milwaukee branch of the NAACP, had chaired a transportation committee for Sustainable Milwaukee, 
and had worked on other boards including Transit NOW. She shared her experiences that people are not 
able to get to jobs; mothers using public transit to get their children to daycare so they could get to work; 
and minorities traveling by car to jobs in the surrounding counties being stopped by law enforcement 
officials which sometimes prevented them from continuing on to work. She stated that the proposed KRM 
commuter rail service could help by providing transportation that individuals could use to get to work in 
Kenosha, Racine, or Milwaukee; to go to a Brewers game; or to go shopping in Chicago. She suggested 
that it was not too early to start an informational campaign about the proposed service to build support for 
it. 
 
Presentation by Mr. Tony Forman, Cultural Alliance of Greater Milwaukee 
 
Mr. Forman stated that the Cultural Alliance of Greater Milwaukee was a group of arts and culture 
organizations along with individual artists that was formed two years ago to provide a unified voice for, 
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and to enhance the value and awareness of, the cultural industry of Greater Milwaukee. He stated that just 
as public transit is viewed as essential for providing for access to jobs, it is also important for getting 
people to art and cultural events. He stated that the Alliance had commissioned a study to identify the 
addresses of those attending arts and culture events. He indicated that this study identified the potential 
for a large number of individuals from the Kenosha and Racine areas to attend arts and cultural events in 
Milwaukee and a smaller number of individuals from the Milwaukee area to attend arts and cultural 
events in Kenosha and Racine. The study also indicated a potential for Chicago area residents to travel to 
the Kenosha, Racine, and Milwaukee areas for arts and culture events. He stated that the Alliance 
supported the proposed KRM commuter rail service because of its potential to improve access to arts and 
cultural events. 
 
Presentation by Ms. Vivian King, Roundy’s Supermarkets, Inc. 
 
Ms. King indicated that she was asked to speak to the RTA Board on behalf of Mr. Robert Mariano, 
Chairman and Chief Executive Officer of Roundy’s Supermarkets, Inc., and Chairman of the Regional 
Transportation Committee established by the Greater Milwaukee Committee.  She stated that Mr. 
Mariano believes that the proposed KRM commuter rail service is crucial to the City of Milwaukee, the 
State of Wisconsin, and the southeastern Wisconsin Region, and that it would benefit the area in many 
ways. She stated that it would help with economic development by improving the competitiveness of the 
Region when it comes to attracting businesses and the professional workforce to the Milwaukee, Racine, 
and Kenosha areas. She noted that of the fifty largest U. S. cities, only a few do not have, or are not 
developing, some type of rail transit system and that without the proposed commuter rail service, the 
greater Milwaukee area would lag behind the rest of the United States. She stated that the commuter rail 
service could stimulate an economic and cultural renaissance in the corridor driven, in part, by local 
businesses being able to attract an educated, cultured, and creative workforce that values living in a region 
with convenient access to arts and cultural amenities.  She also suggested that the commuter rail service 
would assist in growing Wisconsin’s pool of talented professionals by providing a reliable and convenient 
link between businesses and many world-class educational and research institutions.  She noted the 
potential benefits of having commuter rail service available with the increase in gas prices and during the 
reconstruction of IH 94 between Milwaukee and Chicago. She stated that it was important for public 
officials to keep in mind the overall benefits that a fast, convenient public transit alternative between the 
Milwaukee, Racine, and Kenosha areas and the northeastern Illinois economy will have including making 
Wisconsin a more attractive place to live and work, enabling the area retain more college graduates, and 
drawing new businesses into the State. She indicated that Mr. Mariano is pleased that the Wisconsin 
Legislature recognized the importance of developing transit alternatives through the creation of the RTA.  
 
REVIEW OF EXISTING AND PLANNED PUBLIC TRANSIT SYSTEMS IN KENOSHA, 
RACINE, AND MILWAUKEE COUNTIES 
 
Chairman Ostby stated that Mr. Yunker of the Commission staff would present information to the Board 
on the existing and planned transit systems in the KRM corridor provided by the Cities of Kenosha and 
Racine and Milwaukee County (see Attachment 3 to these minutes).  After his presentation, the following 
questions were raised and comments made by Board members:  
 

1. Ms. Taylor inquired about the current population for the Cities of Racine and Kenosha and 
the transit services provided by the Kenosha and Racine transit systems to the west of each 
City to IH 94. Mr. Brandrup stated that the current population of the City of Kenosha was 
estimated at about 95,000, while the population of the City of Racine was estimated at about 
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80,000. He noted that neither system currently provided extensive service outside their 
corporate limits. He noted that providing more service to outlying areas would be reviewed 
for the Kenosha transit system under a new short-range, five-year transit system development 
plan that is currently being prepared by the Regional Planning Commission. 

 
Mr. Yunker explained both the Kenosha and Racine transit systems were operated by the 
respective Cities, and that the Cities of Kenosha and Racine required the local share of costs 
of any extension of service into other communities be paid by those communities. 
 
Mr. Yunker noted that when private transit operators were discontinuing providing transit 
service in the early 1970’s in southeastern Wisconsin, the Cities of Kenosha and Racine and 
Milwaukee County acquired the assets of the private transit operators and continued and 
improved public transit service, because the existing transit service and transit service needs 
were largely limited to the corporate limits of the Cities of Kenosha and Racine and to 
Milwaukee County. In addition, at that time Milwaukee County and the Cities of Kenosha 
and Racine had the financial capacity within existing tax and funding sources to acquire and 
operate a new service. He stated that across the nation this was not the case. Existing transit 
services and needs in most cases then extended across multiple municipalities and/or 
counties, and these counties and municipalities did not have the financial capacity to acquire 
and operate a new transit service. Consequently, across the nation regional transit authorities 
were created with taxing authority to acquire and operate transit service, but within 
southeastern Wisconsin and the entire State of Wisconsin, existing local units of government 
acquired and operated transit service. 
 
He added that conditions have changed within southeastern Wisconsin, as noted by Mr. 
Brandrup. Transit service needs now extend across the municipal and county boundaries of 
existing transit operators, and have limited the development of needed transit service. Also, 
existing transit operators no longer have the financial capacity to continue to operate and 
improve public transit service. Mr. Brandrup agreed, noting the need for transit service to 
extend across corporate limits and that necessary local financial resources simply no longer 
exist. 
 

2. Referring to the inadequate coverage of industrial and commercial areas by public transit 
service referenced in the presentation, Ms. Robinson stated she was aware that transit service 
in the Menomonee Valley is very limited. She asked what other industrial areas in the City of 
Milwaukee had limited transit service. Mr. Vebber responded that the industrial and office 
parks in the northwest corner of the City had very limited transit service. 

 
3. Referring to the concerns expressed by the Milwaukee County Executive over the costs of 

retirement benefits provided to Milwaukee County personnel, Chairman Ostby asked if such 
costs were currently included in the operating costs of the Milwaukee County Transit System. 
Mr. Vebber and Ms. Connelly indicated that transit system costs included the existing annual 
costs of retiree benefit programs, but not the cost of future commitments for retiree benefits. 
Mr. Ostby asked how much transit system costs would increase when the future costs of 
retiree benefits are included. Ms. Connelly indicated that transit system staff had estimated 
the increase at about $8.5 million in the preliminary 2007 transit system budget it submitted 
to the Milwaukee County Executive’s office. It was noted that total 2006 transit system 
operating costs were an estimated $150.8 million. 
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Ms. Taylor asked how the benefits provided to transit system retirees compared with those 
provided to Milwaukee County retirees. Mr. Vebber indicated that the while the County no 
longer provides retirees with health care coverage, the transit system continues to provide 
healthcare coverage to its retirees. He noted that reducing or ending such benefits for new 
transit system retirees will be part of the negotiations for a new labor contract next year. 

 
4.  Referring to the reductions in transit service identified in the presentation, Mr. Eberle asked if 

service had been reduced to meet budget demands or in response to reductions in ridership 
and the demand for service. Ms. Connelly responded the service cuts made by the Milwaukee 
County Transit System were largely in response to the demands of the annual County budget. 
Mr. Eberle stated that he had read about more potential service cuts in a recent newspaper 
article. Mr. Vebber stated that those cuts were proposed to comply with guidelines for 
preparing the 2007 County budget to be issued by the Milwaukee County Executive’s Office 
in September. 

 
Mr. Ostby asked if there had been an increase in ridership with the increases in motor fuel 
prices. Mr. Yunker confirmed that ridership had increased and represented additional transit 
fares and system revenue, but increases in the cost of bus motor fuel more than offset the 
increase in transit fare revenues. Mr. Yunker noted that the decline in public transit since 
2001 had occurred in part as a result of the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks and the 
resultant economic downturn. He noted that public transit systems were affected nationwide, 
and that an article on the impacts which the downturn had on public transit nationwide would 
be posted on the RTA website. 
 
Mr. Ostby stated his belief that an outcome of the economic downturn that really hurt the area 
was the loss of manufacturing jobs and the growth in service jobs. Mr. Brandrup stated that 
before the loss of manufacturing jobs and employers in Kenosha, such as American Motors, 
the major employment locations in Kenosha were well served by the Kenosha transit system. 
He indicated that, with the closing of several manufacturing plants and the movement of 
employers and jobs to outlying portions of the Kenosha area, the transit system no longer 
serves as many job locations. Ms. Taylor noted the Milwaukee 7 regional economic 
development efforts, and stated that she would provide information on these efforts to the 
Board. 
 

[Secretary’s Note: A presentation made by Ms. Taylor on the Milwaukee 7 regional economic 
development effort is included in Attachment 2 to these minutes] 

 
5. Mr. Ostby asked for an explanation as to why the proportions of operating costs covered by 

Federal and State operating assistance differed for the Kenosha and Racine transit systems 
from that for the Milwaukee County Transit System.  Mr. Brandrup and Ms. Connelly stated 
that different methods were used to distribute Federal transit assistance funds to transit 
systems in urbanized areas with populations of 1,000,000 or more, like the Milwaukee 
County Transit System, and to transit systems in urbanized areas with populations between 
50,000 and 200,000, like the Kenosha and Racine transit systems; and that the State also 
treats Milwaukee differently from Racine and Kenosha with respect to distributing State 
urban mass transit operating assistance funds.  
 
Mr. Yunker noted with respect to the use of Federal funds to fund operating costs, that the 
Milwaukee County Transit System was using its “bank” of unspent Federal funds to increase 
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the percentage of its operating costs that are covered by Federal funds. He stated that the 
banked funds will not be available for needed capital projects, including replacing buses as 
they reach the end of their useful life. Mr. Brandrup added that the problem of using Federal 
funds that were intended for capital funding for operating funding was a statewide problem. 
He added that this was a result of transit operators not having enough local funds for 
operations. He stated that the use of Federal funds for operations and the reduction in Federal 
earmark funds for transit capital projects in 2006 may be expected to create a problem in 
meeting the capital needs for Wisconsin transit systems in the short and long term.  He also 
noted that the elimination of the automatic annual increase in the state gasoline tax created a 
$1.8 billion shortfall in the state budget over the next 10 years. 

 
6. Referring to the material on the proposed KRM commuter rail service, Mr. Eberle inquired 

about the need for track improvements north of the Cudahy station at Layton Avenue. Mr. 
Yunker stated that the major need for improvement north of Layton Avenue would be the 
section of track in poor condition between Lincoln Avenue and Washington Avenue. At 
Washington Avenue, a connection would be made from the Union Pacific railway to the 
Canadian Pacific railway which currently carries Amtrak between the Cities of Chicago and 
Milwaukee. He also indicated that this existing connection between the Union Pacific and 
Canadian Pacific railway tracks would need to be rebuilt to handle the proposed commuter 
rail service. 

 
7. Referring to the information on public transit costs in the last page of the presentation, Ms 

Taylor stated that the Greater Milwaukee Committee is studying the current Milwaukee 
County programs that are not mandated by the State and determined there was a budget 
deficit of about $80 million for 2007 which if unchecked would increase to over $100 million 
in the near future. She indicated the study is finding that even if property taxes were raised to 
the levy limit, a new wheel tax was added, and the County sales tax was increased by one 
percent, the funds generated by these sources would not be enough to cover the projected 
deficits, unless expenditures are reduced including retirement benefits. She stated that she 
would share the results of the study with the Board.  

 
Mr. Brandrup noted that the elimination of automatic indexed increases in the State motor 
fuel tax will create a deficit in the State transportation budget over the next 10 years with 
attendant impacts on State funding of public transit. 

 
REVIEW AND DISCUSSION OF FUTURE RTA MEETINGS AND SCHEDULE 
 
Mr. Evenson referred the Board to the handout with an updated RTA meeting schedule (see Attachment 4 
to these minutes). He stated that for the next meeting, Commission staff would present information on the 
transit systems and commuter rail services in other areas, including funding. 
 
Mr. Evenson also stated that staff believed there was a need to contract with a consultant to conduct an 
education and information program regarding the work, findings, and recommendations of the RTA. He 
suggested that the staff prepare a draft proposal for review by the Board at its next meeting. In response to 
a question from Chairman Ostby concerning the scope of the needed services, Mr. Yunker stated that 
Commission staff would need assistance in developing and implementing an educational and 
informational campaign of the RTA’s work, findings, and recommendations. He noted the need to contact 
and brief elected local and state officials, the business community, key government staff, and the general 
public. He indicated that some survey work may also be necessary. Ms Taylor reminded the Board of the 
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importance of putting together a strong team to generate the support needed to advance the proposed 
transit service as emphasized in the Golden Rondelle presentation by Mr. Eugene Skoropowski on the 
potential benefits of commuter rail. 
 
Chairman Ostby stated that he believed that it was important to also communicate with Metra and the 
Union Pacific Railroad, as they will influence whether the proposed commuter rail service moves 
forward. Mr. Yunker agreed and noted that discussions are occurring with the Union Pacific Railroad and 
Metra as part of the KRM corridor study and environmental impact statement. Mr. Patrie confirmed the 
interest of the Union Pacific Railroad in the proposed service and stated that staff was working with the 
railroad to identify and respond to its concerns over use of its tracks for commuter rail service.  
 
Mr. Eberle stated that with the expansion of the Oak Creek power plant, there are plans to increase the 
number of daily coal trains to and from the facility and questioned whether there would be sufficient track 
capacity to accommodate commuter rail service. Mr. Yunker indicated that the number of coal trains for 
the power plant may double from the existing two trains per day (one loaded train and one empty train) to 
four trains per day, but that the increase should not be an obstacle to operating commuter rail service over 
the same tracks. He noted that this was considered in previous KRM studies, and both study consultants 
and the Union Pacific Railroad concluded that the increase in trains would not be an obstacle. He noted 
that Metra has implemented commuter rail service over tracks that carried 20 to 25 freight trains per day. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
There being no further business to come before the Board, the meeting was adjourned at 10:05 a.m. 
 
  Respectfully submitted, 
 
  Kenneth R. Yunker 
  Recording Secretary 
 
 
 
PCE/KRY/AAB/aab/mlh/sd 
7/18/06 
Doc# 119036v1: Board Minutes for 06/19/06 
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Milwaukee Region Vision

“To compete as a world-class metropolis
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(Slide 3) 
Our region, as compared to 15 of its peer city-regions, has fallen short in 
several critical economic measures over the past three decades.  By 
population, no other top city market has fallen farther since 1970 — from 
24th largest in 1970, to 31st largest in 1980, to 34th largest in 1990 and to 
43rd in 2000. 
That’s an alarming trend, with none of the other metropolitan areas falling 
that far.  It’s not just a loss of population within the city limits of Milwaukee, 
because other Rust Belt cities lost more.  But in our region, we’re seeing 
suburban areas that did not increase in population nearly as fast as other 
regions.  So it’s an issue for the entire region. 
A disproportionate share of older residents, a lower proportion of foreign-
born citizens and a larger out-migration of college graduates fuel our 
impending workforce shortage.   
For every 100 college graduates who leave the state, Wisconsin gets back 
just 76.  In a recent study, 99 metro area employers representing 208,000 
employees said they will need 25,000 new employees by 2008. 
Attracting and retaining jobs and talent are mutually dependent, and our 
region faces some daunting demographics. 
 
(slide 4) 

Our region of 1.96 million residents employs more than 1 million people in 
46,000 business establishments. In terms of metropolitan job trends, we 
have seen employment increase by 10% over 14 years.  That’s very slow 
growth.   

And we lost a lot of manufacturing jobs – the third bar on this slide – down 
17% in that time period.  At the same time, educational and health 
services jobs – the first bar – grew by more than 43% and professional and 
business services jobs grew by more than 38%. 

 

(slide 5) 

Per capital personal income in the Milwaukee region – the green bar here 
– grew about 4% per year over the last five years.  We’re behind 
Minneapolis / St. Paul in this example, but similar to other comparable 
regions. 
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(slide 6) 

One area where we not only fall short but rank dead last is the number of 
minority-owned businesses.  We rank last on number of minority-owned 
businesses per 100,000-minority population, compared with 15 other 
metropolitan regions.  We have much work to do in this area. 

 (slide 8) 

Within a one-day drive of this region, 74 million residents of the United 
States live and work.  That’s quite a marketplace of almost 1/4 of the 
population of the United States. 

 

(slide 9) 

Our region has maintained some key assets.   Employers of all sizes in our 
region export more than $5 billion in goods and services annually. Those 
employers include eight Fortune 500 companies that are headquartered 
here.  They are:  Johnson Controls, Northwestern Mutual Life Insurance, 
Manpower, Kohl’s, Harley-Davidson, Roundy’s, Rockwell Automation and 
Wisconsin Energy. 

We are well recognized around the world for the global brands of our 
eight Fortune 500 companies. 
And in comparison with our peer regions, we rank in fourth place for 
having eight Fortune 500 headquarters.  This asset also translates well into 
community and quality of life activities. 
What we lost in manufacturing jobs, we grew and shifted into the growth 
of our large headquartered cities.  
 
 
(slide 10) 

More than 10,000 students graduate from our college institutions annually.  
And within our seven counties, there are 32 post-secondary institutions. 

(slide 11) 

The retention of these large company headquarters is a key reason for the 
number and vitality of the arts.  
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We retained the civic leadership and corporate foundations to support a 
very vibrant arts and culture and professional sports teams. 

We rank fifth in the nation for number of performing arts groups per 
capita.   

We are a thriving cultural arts community with at least 102 performing 
groups – there probably are more that we have not yet identified – and 
we have an abundance of sports and entertainment options.  These 
amenities add to the rich quality of life in our region, and are key 
attractions for businesses and talent.  
(slide 12) 
Our region has a gross metropolitan product of more than $63 billion 
dollars, comparable to the economies of New Zealand, Hungary and 
Peru. 
  
(slide 14) 
Over the past year our team has benchmarked more than 20 
metropolitan areas and visited four similar regions to consider how our 
region can most effectively address its economic development 
challenges.  You can see some of the logos here of examples we have 
found:  Cincinnati, Pittsburgh, Atlanta, Cleveland, Kansas City, Chicago 
and Denver.   
Their planning is ahead of our region. Our conclusion is that economic 
development initiatives are now becoming standard in regions across the 
United States and throughout the world.  
These regional efforts follow the research that shows that up to 80% of any 
community job growth is generated by the businesses already located 
there.   
Existing firms generated more than 70% of new jobs created in Ohio 
throughout the 1990s.  And even in South Carolina, a state known for 
business attraction, more than 70% of job growth and new investment 
dollars during the 1990s were generated from firms expanding within the 
state.   
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• Existing Public Transit
• Transit System Peer Comparison
• Recent Transit Service Trends
• Recommended Future Public Transit
• Public Transit Costs
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SEWRPC
Existing Public Transit –
Kenosha Area Transit System
Existing Public Transit –
Kenosha Area Transit System

• Current Service Network
• 10 regular bus routes plus school 

day routes for Kenosha area 
schools

• 1 streetcar route in downtown 
Kenosha

• Days and Hours of Service 
• Weekdays: 6:00 a.m. - 7:30 p.m.
• Saturdays: 6:00 a.m. - 6:00 p.m.
• No service on Sundays or holidays

• Fares
• Adult cash fare: $1.00
• Monthly adult pass: $28.00

• 2005 Average Weekday Ridership
• 5,300 boarding passengers
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Existing Public Transit –
Kenosha Area Transit System 
(continued)

Existing Public Transit –
Kenosha Area Transit System 
(continued)

• Frequency of service
• Regular Routes

• Weekdays: 30 to 40 minutes during peak periods           
60 minutes during off-peak periods

• Saturdays: 40 to 60 minutes all day
• School day routes

• One trip each to serve class start and dismissal
• Streetcar route

• 15 minutes (Seasonal hours between 10:00 am and 7:00 
p.m.)

• Paratransit Service for Disabled Persons
• Door-to-door accessible van service
• Service requests one day in advance
• Fare: $2.00
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Existing Public Transit – Racine 
Belle Urban System 
Existing Public Transit – Racine 
Belle Urban System 

• Current Service Network:
• 7 regular bus routes plus 2 

shuttle routes for 
industrial/business parks and 1 
route for Racine area schools  

• Days and Hours of Service 
• Weekdays: 5:30 a.m. - Midnight
• Saturdays: 5:30 a.m. - 10:30 

p.m.
• Sundays: 9:30 a.m. - 7:00 p.m.

• Fares
• Adult cash fare: $1.25
• Monthly adult pass: $40.00

• 2005 Average Weekday Ridership
• 5,600 boarding passengers
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Existing Public Transit – Racine 
Belle Urban System (continued)
Existing Public Transit – Racine 
Belle Urban System (continued)

• Frequency of service
• Regular Routes

• Weekdays: 30 to 60 minutes during peak periods  
60 minutes during off-peak periods

• Saturdays and Sundays: 60 minutes all day
• Shuttle routes: one or  two bus trips scheduled to 

serve major shift start/end times
• School day routes: one bus trip during each period 

to serve class start and dismissal
• Paratransit Service for Disabled Persons

• Door-to-door accessible van service
• Service requests made one day in advance
• Fare: $2.50 
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Existing Public Transit –
Milwaukee County Transit System 
Existing Public Transit –
Milwaukee County Transit System 

• Current Service Network  
• 41 regular routes

• Freeway flyer
• Local bus
• UBUS designed for UWM students

• 9 School day routes for middle and 
high school students and 1 industrial 
shuttle route

• Over 95 percent of weekday service 
provided as regular local bus service
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Existing Public Transit –
Milwaukee County Transit System
(continued)

Existing Public Transit –
Milwaukee County Transit System
(continued)

• Days and Hours of Service
• Regular local routes:  seven days-a-week, 4:00 a.m. -

2:30 a.m.
• Freeway flyer routes: weekday peak periods in the 

peak direction of travel
• School day routes: weekdays for class start and 

dismissal times (one or two bus trips)
• UBUS routes: weekdays during fall and spring 

semesters at UWM, 6:00 a.m. - 9:00 p.m.
• Fares

• Adult cash fare:  $1.75 
• Freeway flyer premium fare: $2.25
• Adult weekly pass: $14.00

• 2005 Average Weekday Ridership
• 150,000 boarding passengers
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Existing Public Transit -
Milwaukee County Transit System 
(continued)

Existing Public Transit -
Milwaukee County Transit System 
(continued)

• Frequency of service 
• Regular  routes:

• In central Milwaukee County: 5 to 20 minutes 
during peak weekday periods, 10 to 30 minutes 
during the weekday midday period, and 15 to 30 
minutes during the early evening weekday 
period and on weekends

• In outlying Milwaukee County: 15 to 60 minutes 
on weekdays and on weekends where service is 
available

• Freeway flyer routes: 10 to 30 minutes during 
weekday peak periods

• UBUS routes: 15 to 60 minutes during weekday 
peak and midday/evening periods

• School day routes: 1-2  trips each to serve class 
start and dismissal times
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Existing Public Transit -
Milwaukee County Transit System 
(continued)

Existing Public Transit -
Milwaukee County Transit System 
(continued)

• Paratransit Service for Disabled Persons
• Door-to-door accessible van service and curb-to-

curb taxicab service

• Service requests one day in advance for van 
service and same day for taxi service

• Fare of $3.25 per trip for both van and taxi service 
with users of taxi service responsible for any 
additional trip costs over $14.60 for long trips

• Provided within all of Milwaukee County
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Deficiencies
Existing Public Transit: 
Deficiencies

• Gaps in the area served by transit
• Some large industrial and commercial areas are not 

served, or are provided with very limited service

• Limited connections to Northeastern Illinois

• Limited days and hours of service
• Service also not always provided in both directions

• Frequency of transit service is not convenient

• Slow service speed
• Limited to no rapid or express transit service
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Public Transit Peer Review
and Comparison
Public Transit Peer Review
and Comparison

• Regular Peer Review and Comparison 
Conducted by WisDOT
• Management performance audits every five 

years
• Annual cost-efficiency analysis

• Findings indicate
• Superior performance of Milwaukee County 

Transit System
• Better than average performance of Kenosha 

and Racine transit systems
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Milwaukee County Transit System 
Peer Review and Comparison
Milwaukee County Transit System 
Peer Review and Comparison

• 2003 State Management Audit
(data from 1995-2000)
• Concluded transit system had superior 

performance in comparison with 13 peer transit 
systems

• Ranked third lowest in cost per vehicle hour
• Ranked second in vehicle miles and vehicle hours of 

service provided per capita
• Ranked second in total ridership and first in ridership 

per capita
• Ranked first in passengers per vehicle mile and 

vehicle hour of service, and first with lowest cost per 
passenger and operating assistance per passenger
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Milwaukee County Transit System 
Peer Review and Comparison
(continued)

Milwaukee County Transit System 
Peer Review and Comparison
(continued)

• 2005 WisDOT Cost-efficiency Analysis
(data from 1998-2002)
• Performance of Milwaukee County Transit System 

better than the average for peer systems for all 6 
measures

• Expense per revenue vehicle hour
• Revenue vehicle hours per capita
• Passengers per capita
• Passengers per revenue vehicle hour
• Expense per passenger
• Percent of expenses covered by passenger 

fares
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Kenosha and Racine Transit 
Systems Peer Review
and Comparison 

Kenosha and Racine Transit 
Systems Peer Review
and Comparison 

• 2002 State Management Audit - Kenosha Transit 
System (data from 1996-1999)
• Concluded Kenosha transit system had overall good 

performance in comparison with 13 national and 5 
Wisconsin peer transit systems

• Cost per vehicle hour was lower than national group 
average but higher than Wisconsin group average

• Second in national peer group and fourth in Wisconsin 
peer group in vehicle hours of service provided per 
capita 

• Ranked in top half of national peer group and first in 
Wisconsin peer group in total ridership; and first and 
second, respectively, in ridership per capita

• Ranked in top half of national peer group and first in 
Wisconsin peer group in passengers per vehicle hour

• Had low cost per passenger--third lowest in national 
peer group and lowest in Wisconsin peer group
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Kenosha and Racine Transit 
Systems Peer Review
and Comparison (continued)

Kenosha and Racine Transit 
Systems Peer Review
and Comparison (continued)

• 2002 State Management Audit - Racine Transit 
System (data from 1996-2000)
• Concluded Racine transit system had overall 

favorable performance in comparison with 13 
national and 5 Wisconsin peer transit systems

• Cost per vehicle hour was lower than average for both 
peer groups

• Ranked first in national peer group and second in 
Wisconsin peer group in vehicle hours of service 
provided per capita 

• Ranked in top half of national peer group and first in 
Wisconsin peer group in total ridership; and third in 
both groups in ridership per capita

• Ranked in top half of both peer groups in passengers 
per vehicle hour of service

• Had low cost per passenger--third lowest in national 
peer group and second lowest in Wisconsin peer 
group
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Kenosha and Racine Transit 
Systems Peer Review
and Comparison (continued)

Kenosha and Racine Transit 
Systems Peer Review
and Comparison (continued)

• 2005 WisDOT Cost-efficiency Analysis
(data from 1998-2002)
• Performance of Kenosha and Racine transit 

systems better than the average of peer systems 
for 5 of 6 measures

• Expense per revenue vehicle hour (Racine only)
• Revenue vehicle hours per capita
• Passengers per capita
• Passengers per revenue vehicle hour (Kenosha 

only)
• Expense per passenger
• Percent of expenses covered by passenger fares
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SEWRPC Public Transit – Peer Review and 
Comparison: Conclusions
Public Transit – Peer Review and 
Comparison: Conclusions

• Efficient transit service
• Cost per revenue vehicle hour

• Productive transit service
• Passengers per capita

• Effective transit service
• Passengers per revenue vehicle hour
• Cost per passenger
• Percent of costs paid by passengers
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Existing Public Transit –
Recent Trends
Existing Public Transit –
Recent Trends

• Transit in Decline Since Year 2000
• 14 percent reduction in vehicle miles of bus 

service in three RTA counties

• Increases in bus fares

• 11 percent decline in transit ridership in three 
RTA counties
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SEWRPC Recent Trends for
Milwaukee County Transit System
Recent Trends for
Milwaukee County Transit System

• Fare Increases, Service Reductions, and 
Ridership Decreases

2000  2006
• Fares

• Adult Cash $1.50a $1.75
• Adult Weekly Pass $10.50            $14.00

• Number of Routes 77 51
• Route Miles 810 650  
• Average Weekday

Revenue Vehicle Miles    64,200 53,000
• Average Weekday

Boarding Passengers     184,500 150,000

a $1.35 in 1999
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Recent Trends for
Racine Belle Urban System
Recent Trends for
Racine Belle Urban System

2000  2006
• Fares

• Adult Cash $1.00 $1.25
• Monthly Pass $30.00            $40.00

• Number of Routes 11 10
• Round Trip Route Miles         114 110  
• Average Weekday

Revenue Vehicle Miles     4,500 3,900
• Average Weekday

Boarding Passengers        7,500 5,600
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SEWRPC Recent Trends for
Kenosha Area Transit System
Recent Trends for
Kenosha Area Transit System

2000  2006
• Fares

• Adult Cash $1.00 $1.00
• Monthly Pass $24.00            $28.00

• Number of Routes
(excluding school day)            9 11

• Route Miles 101 106
• Average Weekday

Revenue Vehicle Miles      4,700 5,100
• Average Weekday

Boarding Passengers         6,100 5,300
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Public Transit –
What’s Behind Recent Trends?
Public Transit –
What’s Behind Recent Trends?

• Milwaukee County Transit System Operating Funding 
(20% Federal, 60% State, 20% Local)
• Minimal increase in State funding: 2000-2005

• 1% annual increase for Milwaukee County
• Decline in Annual Federal Formula Funding

• 10% decrease since 2002

• Economic Downturn
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Public Transit –
What’s Behind Recent Trends?
(continued)

Public Transit –
What’s Behind Recent Trends?
(continued)

• Kenosha and Racine Transit System Operating 
Funding (35% Federal, 35 to 40% State, 25 to 30% 
Local)
• Decrease in the percent of total operating costs 

covered by Federal and State funds
• From 60% in 2000 to 58.85% in 2005
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SEWRPC Existing Public Transit –
Recent Trends: Conclusions
Existing Public Transit –
Recent Trends: Conclusions

• Substantial reductions in service and increases in passenger 
fares
• Reduced State and Federal funding and economic conditions are 

key factors

• Local funding has significantly increased, but has not offset 
need for service reductions and increased fares
• Milwaukee County – 24%
• City of Racine – 46%
• City of Kenosha – 165%

• Federal funds intended to fund capital projects are increasingly
being used for annual operating funding

• Service reductions are increasingly affecting basic service, and
only reducing marginal costs

• Recent fuel cost increases are creating further needs to cut 
costs through reducing service and increasing fares
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Need for Public TransitNeed for Public Transit

• Recent trends in public transit are failing to meet the 
needs for public transit

• Rather, transit improvement and expansion are needed

• Comprehensive and integrated transportation system
• Alternative in heavily traveled corridors and areas
• Alternative during freeway system reconstruction
• Support higher density and infill development and 

redevelopment

• Enhance economic development/quality of life
• Improve job and labor force accessibility
• Provide choice
• Improve connections to northeastern Illinois
• Reduce needed household transportation expenditures

• Provide needed accessibility to those without an auto 
(about 15 percent of Region)
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SEWRPC Recommended Future Direction
for Public Transit
Recommended Future Direction
for Public Transit

• Southeastern Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission 
is the official areawide planning agency and 
metropolitan transportation planning organization for 
the 7 county Southeastern Wisconsin Region

• The Commission works with the 7 counties, 147 cities, 
villages, and towns, and the State and Federal governments 
to consider existing and future transportation needs

• The Commission has recently completed a regional 
transportation plan looking forward to the year 2035

• Public transit
• Bicycle and pedestrian facilities
• Arterial streets and highways

• Freeways
• Surface arterials

• Transportation systems management
• Travel demand management
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Public Transit Needs: Year 2035 
Regional Transportation System Plan
Public Transit Element

Public Transit Needs: Year 2035 
Regional Transportation System Plan
Public Transit Element

• Need to significantly expand 
public transit doubling service 
from 69,000 to 138,000 vehicle-
miles of service on an average 
weekday by the year 2035

• Need to develop true rapid and 
express transit systems

PUBLIC TRANSIT PLAN:  2035
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Recommended Year 2035 Regional 
Transportation System Plan—
Public Transit Element

Recommended Year 2035 Regional 
Transportation System Plan—
Public Transit Element

• Rapid transit
• A regional network of bus 

routes operating throughout 
the day and evening in both 
directions, at convenient 
service frequencies

• Stops every 3 to 5 miles to 
increase accessibility and 
facilitate reverse commuting

• 200 percent increase over 
existing service in Region
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• Express transit
• A grid of limited-stop bus 

routes with service 
throughout the day and 
evening at convenient service 
frequencies.

• Stop spacing of about every 
one-quarter to one-half  mile.

• Overall travel speed of about 
16 to 18 miles per hour

• Significant  improvement over 
average of 12 miles per hour  
for local bus service.

Recommended Year 2035 Regional 
Transportation Plan—Public Transit 
Element (continued)

Recommended Year 2035 Regional 
Transportation Plan—Public Transit 
Element (continued)
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• Local transit
• Expansion of local transit 

service hours and frequency and 
extension to developing areas.

• Approximately a 60 percent 
expansion over current local 
transit service in Region.

Recommended Year 2035 Regional 
Transportation Plan—Public Transit 
Element (continued)
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Recommended Year 2035 Regional 
Transportation Plan—Public Transit 
Element (continued)

Recommended Year 2035 Regional 
Transportation Plan—Public Transit 
Element (continued)

• Other Public Transit Recommendations
• Reserved bus lanes
• Transit priority signal systems
• Transit pass programs
• Areawide information and trip planner website
• Real-time “Next Bus” information
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• Need to consider upgrading to rail 
transit or bus guideways
•Milwaukee downtown connector study—
study underway of bus guideway express 
transit alternatives.

•Kenosha-Racine-Milwaukee corridor—
commuter rail corridor study under 
refinement.

Recommended Year 2035 Regional 
Transportation Plan—Public Transit 
Element (continued)
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• Connect Milwaukee and Racine to 
existing Chicago-Kenosha commuter 
rail

• 33-mile extension using existing 
Union Pacific Railroad and Canadian 
Pacific Railway freight lines

• 8 stations
• Existing stations at Kenosha and 

Milwaukee
• New Stations at Somers, Racine, 

Caledonia, Oak Creek, South 
Milwaukee, and Cudahy-St. Francis

Proposed Kenosha-Racine-
Milwaukee (KRM) Commuter Rail 
Service

Proposed Kenosha-Racine-
Milwaukee (KRM) Commuter Rail 
Service

SEWRPC
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Proposed KRM Commuter Rail 
Service (continued)
Proposed KRM Commuter Rail 
Service (continued)

• Level of service
• Service provided in both directions along corridor 

during all time periods
• 7-10 weekday trains in each direction
• Operating speeds – up to 59 or 79 mph
• Average speed – 34 mph

• Connecting bus service
• Coordination with Kenosha, Racine, and Milwaukee 

bus service
• Shuttle bus service

• Dedicated service between Amtrak station and 
Milwaukee central business district

• Dedicated service between General Mitchell 
International Airport and Cudahy-St. Francis 
station
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Proposed KRM Commuter Rail 
Service (continued)
Proposed KRM Commuter Rail 
Service (continued)

• Train operation
• Most service provided by meeting or extending 

existing Metra train schedules beyond either 
Kenosha or Waukegan

• Extend Metra to Milwaukee as seamless service
• Provide transfer at Kenosha and Waukegan to Metra

• Conventional locomotive-hauled trains or diesel-
multiple-unit cars (“DMUs” or self-propelled coaches)
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Recommended Year 2035 Regional 
Transportation Plan—
Public Transit Element

Recommended Year 2035 Regional 
Transportation Plan—
Public Transit Element

• Plan proposes doubling of transit service in 
Region over next 30 years

• Will Likely Require
• Renewed level of State funding to public transit
• Dedicated local funding
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Costs of Public Transit ($millions)aCosts of Public Transit ($millions)a

Operating

Capital

Federal
State
Local

Federal
State
Local

$24.4
$62.9
$22.8

$13.9
- -

$3.4

$5.0
$8.4
$2.0

$15.2
$3.0
$3.0

Existing Transit
KRM

Commuter Rail

Net operating costs for 2005 for Kenosha, Racine, and 
Milwaukee County transit.  Existing transit costs are annual 
average for 2001 to 2005.  Costs for commuter rail under 
refinement in current corridor study, and capital costs have 
been allocated over five years.

a



Attachment 4 
 
 

Potential RTA Meeting Schedule 
 
 
 

February 2006 • RTA organization.  
  
March 2006 • RTA organization and existing public transit funding in southeastern 

Wisconsin. 
  
May 2006 • Review benefits of public transit and commuter rail. 
  
June 2006 • Review of existing and planned public transit systems in Kenosha, 

Milwaukee, and Racine Counties and proposed Kenosha-Racine-
Milwaukee commuter rail. 

  
July 2006 • Review other transit systems and commuter rail systems, including their 

methods of funding. 
  
September 2006 • Review alternative methods of transit funding. Also, receive updated 

commuter rail cost and benefit data. 
  
October 2006 • Continue review of alternative methods of transit funding. 
  
November 2006 • Recommend funding method. 
  
December 2006 • Consider comments on proposed funding method, and make final 

recommendations. 
  
January 2007 • Consider other RTA issues 

• Transit operation in addition to funding 
• Distribution of funding among public transit operators 
• Plan for improved coordination between commuter rail, passenger 

rail, and public transit 
• Use of bonding for commuter and public transit 

  

February 2007 • Complete consideration of other RTA issues. Consider draft report. 
  

March 2007 • Finalize RTA report. 
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